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LETTER  OF  TRANSMITTAL 


March  1,  1975 

HONORABLE  JAMES  E.  HOLSHOUSER,  JR., 

Governor  of  North  Carolina, 

The  Advisory  Budget  Commission,  and 
Members  of  the  General  Assembly, 

Raleigh,  North  Carolina, 

Gentlemen : 


We  have  the  honor  of  transmitting  to  you  the  report  of  the  Local 
Government  Commission. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


Edwin  Gill,  Chairm 


cc:  Members  of  Commission 
Ex-officio: 

Edwin  Gill,  Chairman,  State  Treasurer 
Thad  Eure,  Secretary  of  State 
Henry  L.  Bridges,  State  Auditor 
J.  Howard  Coble,  Secretary  of  Revenue 

Appointive:  James  R.  Hawkins,  Durham,  N.  C. 
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COMMENTS 


GOALS  AND  OBJECTIVES 


The  Local  Gk)vemment  Commission  is  the  State’s  agency  charged  with 
the  duty  of  advising  and  assisting  officials  of  local  government  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  all  phases  of  fiscal  management.  This  role  as  fiscal  counselor  expands 
to  that  of  supervisor  in  the  specialized  area  of  local  debt  administration.  The 
Commission’s  goal  is  to  insure  sound  fiscal  management  and  careful  borrow¬ 
ing,  thus  promoting  the  efficient  use  of  monetary  resources  in  the  localities. 

This  cooperative  effort  between  the  Commission  and  the  officials  of 
local  government  not  only  fulfills  statutory  requirements  reflecting  sound 
debt  management  practices  but  also  promotes  the  best  interests  of  the  local¬ 
ities.  This  is  a  strong  State  assistance  program  that  does  not  interfere  with 
the  substantive  decisions  that  can  only  be  made  at  the  local  level. 

The  Commission  is  composed  of  nine  members,  four  Ex-officio,  being 
the  State  Treasurer,  the  Secretary  of  State,  the  State  Auditor  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Revenue.  The  remaining  five  members  are  appointed  to  four- 
year  terms  as  follows:  three  by  the  Governor,  one  by  the  Lieutenant 
Governor,  and  one  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  The 
State  Treasurer  serves  as  Chairman  and  selects  the  Secretary  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion  who  heads  the  administrative  staff  serving  the  Commission.  In  practice, 
the  Commission  relies  heavily  upon  the  advice  and  recommendations  of  its 
professional  staff  (G.  S.  159-5).  Prior  to  July  1, 1973,  all  appointive  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commission  were  named  by  the  Governor. 

HISTORICAL  DEVELOPMENT 

The  Commission  was  created  by  the  1931  General  Assembly  and  was 
part  of  the  omnibus  reform  and  reorganization  program  of  Governor  0.  Max 
Gardner.  This  creation  was  a  natural  outgrowth  of  two  national  trends  that 
had  great  impact  on  North  Carolina.  The  first  was  the  movement  toward 
improved  government  on  all  levels,  especially  in  fiscal  affairs.  The  second 
was  the  collapse  of  the  economy  during  the  great  depression  that  had  led 
many  local  governments  into  default  on  their  outstanding  debts.  During  the 
era  preceding  these  difficult  times,  there  were  heavy  demands  made  on  local 
governments  for  improved  services  and  facilities  such  as  highways,  schools, 
water  systems  and  sewer  systems.  This  brought  about  the  need  for  ever 
increasing  bond  financing.  It  was  a  time  of  optimism  and  very  Uttle  control 
and  some  bonds  were  issued  for  unwise  and  uneconomical  purposes  without 
proper  consideration  given  to  the  ability  to  pay. 

The  result  and  solution  to  this  economic  crisis  for  North  Carolina  was 
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the  enactment  of  the  Local  Government  Act.  This  Act  established  the 
Commission  and  gave  it  broad  powers  to  assist  local  government  financing  in 
general  and  debt  management  in  particular.  Given  these  powers,  the  Commis¬ 
sion  was  able  to  eliminate  default  situations  throughout  the  State  in  about 
ten  years.  Today  there  are  no  general  purpose  units  of  local  government  in 
North  Carolina  that  are  in  default. 

RESTRICTIONS  ON  BORROWING 


Local  government  units  in  North  Carolina  are  restricted  in  their  power 
and  authority  to  incur  debt  by  (1)  The  State  Constitution,  (2)  Statutes 
enacted  by  the  General  Assembly,  and  (3)  Approval  by  the  Local  Government 
Commission. 

The  Constitution  places  certain  basic  restrictions  upon  the  power  of 
local  government  units  to  incur  debt,  which  are  binding  upon  both  the 
General  Assembly  and  the  governing  boards  of  the  units. 

Article  V,  Section  4  of  the  Constitution,  as  amended,  provides  in  part: 
“The  General  Assembly  shall  have  no  power  to  authorize  any  county,  city, 
town,  special  district  or  other  local  government  to  contract  debts  secured  by 
a  pledge  of  the  faith  and  credit  of  the  State,  unless  approved  by  a  majority 
of  the  qualified  voters  of  the  State  who  vote  thereon,  except  for  the  follow¬ 
ing  purposes: 

(a)  to  fund  or  refund  a  valid  existing  debt; 

(b)  to  supply  an  unforseen  deficiency  in  the  revenue; 

(c)  to  borrow  in  anticipation  of  the  collection  of  taxes  due  and  pay¬ 
able  within  the  current  fiscal  year  to  an  amount  not  exceeding 
50  per  cent  of  such  taxes; 

(d)  to  suppress  riots  or  insurrections,  or  to  repel  invasions; 

(e)  to  meet  emergencies  immediately  threatening  the  public 
health  or  safety,  as  conclusively  determined  in  writing  by 
the  Governor; 

(f)  for  any  other  lawful  purpose,  to  the  extent  of  two-thirds  of 
the  amount  by  which  the  unit’s  outstanding  indebtedness 
shall  have  been  reduced  during  the  next  preceding  biennium.” 

“Debt”  has  been  defined  in  Article  V.,  Section  4,  subsection (5)  of  the 
Constitution  as  being  incurred  when  a  local  governmental  unit  borrows 
money. 

The  General  Assembly  caimot  authorize  nor  can  the  local  governmental 
unit  incur  debt  either  by  borrowing  money  or  contracting  for  any  purpose 
that  is  not  a  public  purpose.  What  constitutes  a  public  purpose  is  determined 
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ultimately  by  the  North  Carolina  Supreme  Court.  Numerous  functions  have 
been  described  in  the  General  Statutes  as  public  purposes  and  the  Courts 
have  confirmed  or  denied  them  as  being  public  purposes  under  the 
Constitution. 

The  Local  Government  Bond  Act  (Subchapter  IV  of  Chapter  159  of 
the  General  Statutes)  is  the  major  enabling  legislation  authorizing  local  units 
to  issue  bonds  and  notes  and  controlling  contractual  obligations.  This  Act  sets 
forth  the  purposes  for  which  bonds  and  notes  may  be  issued,  the  limitations 
in  amount  and  sets  forth  in  detail  the  procedures  that  must  be  followed.  The 
Act  requires  application  to,  approval  and  sale  by  the  Local  Government  Com¬ 
mission  of  any  bonds  or  notes  issued  by  a  local  government.  This  applies 
equally  to  short-term  borrowing  such  as  in  anticipation  of  the  collection  of 
taxes,  grants  or  other  anticipated  revenues.  Where  the  General  Assembly  has 
not  given  express  powers  to  a  local  unit,  board,  commission  or  agency  of  a 
local  unit,  then  any  debt  or  borrowing  by  them  would  be  illegal.  The  Courts 
on  numerous  occasions  have  held  that  municipal  corporations  (and  their 
agencies)  have  no  inherent  powers  or  authority  except  that  given  expressly 
by  the  Legislature  or  by  necessary  implication  from  the  powers  expressly 
conferred. 

Bankers  and  those  who  lend  money  or  grant  credit  to  local  governmen¬ 
tal  units  have  been  asked  to  make  sure  that  approval  has  been  given  by  the 
Local  Government  Commission.  There  is  absolutely  no  provision  under  which 
a  unit  can  borrow  funds,  short-term  or  otherwise,  from  a  bank  or  other  lender 
without  proceeding  through  the  Local  Government  Commission.  There  is 
ample  case  law  that  holds  that  a  transaction  which  violates  the  debt  Umi- 
tation  provisions  is  void. 

In  many  instances  where  borrowing  of  money  is  not  involved,  the 
Local  Government  Commission  must  approve  the  contract  lease  or  agreement 
requiring  the  payment  of  money  in  succeeding  years.  A  contract  falling 
within  the  criteria  set  by  the  Legislature  and  not  approved  by  the  Local 
Government  Commission  as  evidenced  by  a  certificate  on  the  contract  is 
void  and  it  is  unlawful  for  a  local  unit  to  make  payments  thereunder.  Within 
the  Umits  imposed  by  the  General  Assembly,  local  governmental  units  may 
enter  into  contracts  and  agreements  that  do  not  borrow  money,  but  relate 
to  the  acquisition,  lease  or  construction  of  capital  assets  which  obligate  the 
unit  to  pay  sums  of  money  in  succeeding  years. 

MEANS 

The  Commission  supervises  all  aspects  of  the  debt  issuance  process  for 
local  governments  as  prescribed  by  law;  but,  equally  as  important,  it  assists 
them  in  the  interim  with  comprehensive  accounting  advisory  services.  The 
principal  benefits  of  these  services  can  be  measured  in  lower  interest  costs 
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on  future  bond  issues.  This  results  by  proving  to  the  bond  buyers  of  the 
nation  that  North  Carolina  bonds  are  backed  by  a  long  history  of  constantly 
improving  fiscal  management.  More  difficult  to  measure,  but  also  important, 
is  the  increased  efficiency  in  the  use  of  public  monies  by  the  appUcation  of 
sound  business  principles  to  the  financial  affairs  of  all  localities. 

As  to  the  procedures  used  in  local  debt  administration,  the  Commission 
examines  into  the  necessity  and  expediency  of  the  proposed  bonds  or  notes, 
the  adequacy  of  the  amount,  and  the  ability  of  the  local  government  to  make 
repayment.  The  Commission  may  approve,  recommend  changes,  or  reject 
applications.  After  the  approval  of  the  Commission,  and  the  voters  when 
required,  the  Commission  prepares  and  distributes  announcements  of  the 
bond  sale,  including  financial  statements,  to  prospective  bond  buyers.  The 
sale  in  the  Commission  office  in  Raleigh,  the  delivery  of  the  bonds,  and 
collection  of  the  proceeds,  are  also  accomplished  by  the  Commission.  After 
this,  the  Commission  maintains  debt  ledgers  and  advises  local  officials  when 
payments  are  due.  The  great  advantage  and  unique  feature  of  this  procedure 
of  having  a  centralized  marketing  service  and  a  standardized  prospectus 
can  readily  be  measured  by  more  competitive  bidding  by  bond  buyers  and 
the  resulting  lower  cost  of  borrowing. 

Accounting  advisory  services  are  offered  to  local  officials  and  inde¬ 
pendent  auditors  in  a  wide  range  of  areas,  some  of  which  are  methods  to 
improve  the  accounting  procedures,  treasury  and  cash  management,  accoun¬ 
ting  machine  acquisition,  budget  preparation,  personnel  ordinance  prepara¬ 
tion  guidance,  and  the  hke.  Independent  auditors  are  given  advice,  when 
requested,  on  financial  statement  presentation,  statutory  interpretation  and 
other  areas.  The  Commission  is  responsible  for  approval  of  all  contracts  to 
audit  and  the  review  of  the  audit  report  and  subsequent  approval  for  pay¬ 
ment  of  the  audit  invoice.  Seminars  and  workshops  are  sponsored  during  the 
year  on  topics  of  interest  for  local  government  officials  and  independent 
auditors. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Commission  also  serves  as  ex  officio  Chairman  of 
the  Municipal  Board  of  Control  and  as  such  prepares  and  makes  available 
forms  and  instructions  enabling  communities  to  incorporate  and  obtain  a 
municipal  charter  under  the  provisions  of  Article  1-A  of  Chapter  160A  of  the 
General  Statutes. 

PROJECTS 


The  Uniform  Accounting  System  Conversions: 

Since  the  introduction  of  the  Uniform  Accounting  Systems  Manual  in 
April  of  1972  the  units  of  local  government  have  undertaken  conversion  in 
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this  complete  accounting  system.  Conversions  have  been  accomplished  by 
units  in  several  ways:  on  their  own,  by  assistance  from  staff  members  of  the 
Local  Government  Commission,  and  by  assistance  from  independent  accoun¬ 
tants.  Units  converting  on  their  own  have  had  available  a  community  college 
course  that  instructed  the  theory  and  uses  of  the  uniform  system. 

Since  the  introduction  of  the  manual  modifications  have  been  made 
to  it  to  make  it  more  directly  applicable  to  certain  pubUc  authorities  in 
North  Carohna.  The  operating  framework  of  these  entities  made  it  necessary 
to  modify  certain  procedures  to  fit  each  class  of  entities’  needs.  This  effort 
is  continuing  and  eventually  all  classes  of  public  authorities  will  have  avail¬ 
able  the  uniform  system  tailored  to  their  own  particular  situations  and  needs. 

Plans  are  currently  being  made  to  reoffer  the  community  college  course 
on  the  Uniform  Accounting  System  based  on  the  results  from  questionnaires 
mailed  to  the  local  units.  Response  was  very  good  indicating  that  over  200 
individuals  are  interested  in  taking  the  course.  With  interest  of  this  magni¬ 
tude  the  course  will  be  offered  every  other  year. 

Financial  Management  Assistance: 

In  addition  to  maintaining  adequate  accounting  systems  reflecting  finan¬ 
cial  operations  and  conditions  the  local  unit  should  be  able  to  effectively 
manage  financial  resources.  An  adequate  accounting  system  provides  a  tool 
for  guiding  management  but  it  does  not  mean  that  automatically  the  unit 
will  be  managed  well  financially.  In  an  attempt  to  encourage  better  manage¬ 
ment  the  Local  Government  Commission  has  undertaken  several  programs  re¬ 
lating  to  good  financial  management. 

Annual  Budget  Assistance: 

A  sample  budget  for  cities  and  counties  was  prepared  and  distributed 
to  local  units.  This  budget  contained  the  budget  message,  budget  estimates 
and  the  ordinance  to  be  adopted  by  the  governing  body.  Assistance  was 
rendered  to  local  units  requesting  it  for  preparation  of  the  budget.  Local 
budgets  were  mailed  to  the  Commission  and  individual  comments  sent  to 
each  unit  submitting  a  budget.  We  feel  that  budgeting  techniques  are  greatly 
improved  in  recent  years  and  that  this  will  serve  as  a  basis  for  sound  planning 
and  decision  making  assistance  in  acquisition  of  accounting  equipment.  A 
growing  concern  to  local  governments  is  whether  or  not  to  automate  certain 
accounting  procedures.  Once  the  decision  has  been  made  to  automate  other 
decisions  relating  to  what  level  of  automation,  software  needs,  brand  of  equip¬ 
ment,  etc.,  present  themselves.  Assistance  in  making  these  decisions  for  a 
reasonable  cost  is  relatively  non-existant  making  it  necessary  for  the  Local 
Government  Commission  to  assist.  A  guide  to  acquiring  accounting  equip¬ 
ment  was  prepared  and  used  as  a  basis  for  assisting  interested  local  units. 
Two  workshops  were  conducted  to  emphasize  the  process  of  acquiring  ac¬ 
counting  machinery  speaking  to  determination  of  need,  and  how  to  proceed 
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with  software!  planning  and  implementation. 
REVENUE  SHARING  ADVISORY  ASSISTANCE 


The  Federal  General  Revenue  Sharing  Act  became  effective  October  20, 
1972  and  its  passage  necessitated  an  educational  project  communicating  the 
fiscal  aspects  of  the  law  to  local  governments.  The  Governor’s  Revenue  Shar¬ 
ing  Advisory  Committee,  chaired  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Local  Government 
Commission,  was  appointed  to  furnish  this  financial  advice  and  counsel.  In¬ 
itially,  a  memorandum  outlining  the  law  was  sent  to  local  units  in  early 
November,  1972.  The  Committee  then  held  regional  seminars  in  Asheville, 
Lexington,  Fayetteville  and  Kinston  to  explain  the  benefits  and  restrictions 
of  the  revenue  sharing  program,  and  the  staff  of  the  Commission  participated 
in  each  seminar.  From  time  to  time  memoranda  are  sent  to  local  units  giving 
them  interpretations  of  the  Act  and  regulations,  and  informing  them  of  re¬ 
ports  required  to  be  filed.  The  Commission’s  staff  researches  local  unit  pro¬ 
blems  and  advises  them  of  the  best  approach  to  solving  them.  It  also  super¬ 
vises  the  annual  Bureau  of  the  Census  surveys  to  obtain  local  units’  revenues 
data  for  use  in  computing  revenue  sharing  payments,  and  sees  that  all  data  is 
reported  by  the  units  on  a  uniform  basis. 

OBJECTIVE  MEASURES  OF  PERFORMANCE 


In  accordance  with  a  study  made  by  the  Municipal  Finance  Group  of 
the  State  University  of  New  York  at  Albany  documents  very  clearly  that 
North  Carolina’s  central  marketing  services  for  local  government  bond  issues 
saves  money  for  North  Carolina  taxpayers.  (“The  Daily  Bond  Buyer,”  August 
31,  1972.)  The  savings  are  in  the  form  of  lower  interest  costs. 

The  North  Carolina  system  attracted  attention  and  high  praise  from 
across  the  nation,  following  the  release  of  the  study.  In  essence,  the  study 
found  that  interest  rates  for  North  Carolina  municipal  bond  issues  were  signi¬ 
ficantly  lower  than  the  prevailing  rates  for  comparable  issues  of  the  other 
Southern  states.  The  study  included  a  six-month  period  in  1970  which  was 
a  period  of  very  high  interest  rates  and  extremely  tight  credit. 

According  to  the  study,  “there  are  a  number  of  states  that  review  pro¬ 
posed  bond  issues  of  local  governments  and  offer  technical  assistance  in 
marketing  bonds.  North  Carolina  is  unique,  however,  in  that  the  State  actu¬ 
ally  conducts  the  sale  of  local  issues.” 

The  study  showed  that  the  credit  ratings  of  local  government  bonds 
for  North  Carolina  Counties  and  Cities  are  much  higher  than  those  of  compar¬ 
able  offerings  in  other  Southern  states.  A  comparison  between  the  years 
1935  and  1970  showed  that  ratings  of  local  issues  in  North  Carolina  increased 
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in  90%  of  the  units  rated  whereas  the  ratings  in  the  other  Southern  states 
rose  in  only  68%  of  the  instances.  And,  of  course,  as  the  study  states,  “this 
fact  alone  could  account  for  sizable  savings  in  net  interest  costs.”  The 
number  of  unrated  issues  in  North  Carolina  is  much  lower  than  in  our  sister 
states.  What  this  means  for  units  of  local  government  is  a  greater  acceptance 
for  their  bonds  in  the  market  place,  and  savings  in  dollars  for  taxpayers. 

A  further  measure  of  accomplishment  is  a  comparison  of  net  interest 
cost  on  North  Carolina  Counties  and  Cities  bond  sales  with  municipal  bond 
average  cost  based  on  rates  which  are  compiled  weekly,  and  published  nation¬ 
ally  as  the  Bond  Buyers’  Index.  During  a  1973  bond  sales  study  of 
$147,383,000  bonds,  only  the  bonds  for  four  units  actually  sold  for  net 
interest  rates  higher  than  the  Bond  Buyers’  Index  at  the  date  of  their  sale. 
Even  including  these  issues,  a  total  of  $10,260,356.75  in  additional  interest 
cost  (an  iilcrease  of  10.88%  over  total  gross  interest  cost  of  $94,232,490.00) 
would  have  been  incurred  by  North  Carolina  Cities  and  Counties  had  the 
average  net  interest  rates  on  these  issues  been  equal  to  the  Bond  Buyers’ 
Index.  Though  it  would  probably  be  overly  optimistic  to  attribute  the  saving 
of  this  entire  amount  to  the  activities  of  the  Local  Government  Commission, 
it  seems  Ukely  that  the  increase  receptivity  of  the  investment  market  to  the 
bonds  of  North  Carolina  Cities  and  Counties  owes  much  to  the  activities  of 
the  Local  Government  Commission,  and  that  a  considerable  portion  of  this 
$10,000,000  plus  saving  can  reasonably  be  attributed  to  the  work  of  the 
Local  Government  Commission. 

SPECIFIC  INFORMATION  REGARDING 

THE  CONTENTS  OF  THIS  REPORT 

Included  in  this  report  are  schedules  and  exhibits  reflecting  outstanding 
bonds,  notes  and  State  loans  of  local  governments  as  of  June  30,  1972  and 
1974  and  information  on  bonds  issued  during  the  biennium.  Not  reflected  is 
the  issuance  of  bond  anticipation  notes  as  in  most  cases  the  notes  are  used  to 
provide  interim  financing  and  are  funded  at  maturity  by  the  issuance  of  bonds 
and  do  not  constitute  an  indebtedness  to  be  retired  from  the  economic 
resources  of  the  unit.  During  this  biennium  no  local  government  found  it 
necessary  to  borrow  in  anticipation  of  taxes  or  other  revenues  in  order  to 
meet  budget  requirements  before  taxes  or  other  revenues  were  received.  This 
is  indicative  of  good  financial  and  budget  management  in  our  local  govern¬ 
ments.  The  spectrum  of  unemployment  and  the  downturn  in  the  economy 
during  the  coming  biennium  may  exert  pressures  such  that  this  type  borrow¬ 
ing  will  become  necessary. 

Explanation  of  some  of  the  terms  used  in  this  report  is  as  follows: 

(a)  B.  A.  Notes  —  Bond  Anticipation  Notes  issued  in  anticipation  of 
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sale  of  bonds 

(b)  G.  O.  Bonds General  Obligation  Bonds  secured  by  the  full  faith 

and  credit  and  taxing  power  of  the  issuing  unit 

(c)  Revenue  Bonds  —  Bonds  secured  by  the  pledge  of  net  revenues 

of  the  undertaking  for  which  the  bonds  are  issued 

(d)  Subordinated  Notes  —  (Greensboro-High  Point  Airport  Author¬ 

ity)  Revenue  Notes  which  have  a  secondary  claim 
against  revenues  after  the  requirements  of  the  re¬ 
venue  bonds  have  been  provided 

(e)  Average  maturity  in  years  —  refers  to  a  weighed  average  of  the  life 

of  a  bond  issue  and  forms  a  basis  of  comparing 
different  issues  of  bonds  where  the  amount  of  ma¬ 
turing  bonds  differs 

(f)  Average  interest  —  refers  to  the  average  interest  rate  paid  on  the 

bonds  throughout  the  life  of  the  issue  and  does  not 
refer  to  the  coupon  rate  on  the  issue 

(g)  FHA  —  refers  to  the  Farmers  Home  Administration 

(h)  EDA  —  refers  to  the  Economic  Development  Administration 

There  were  no  events  of  default  during  the  biennium  nor  the  necessity 
to  issue  refunding  bonds  by  reason  of  inability  to  meet  maturing  obligations. 
At  this  point  in  time  we  are  not  cognizant  of  pending  problems  in  meeting  the 
debt  requirement  of  any  unit.  Generally  speaking,  all  units  are  in  relatively 
sound  position  regarding  debt  load  and  debt  management. 

The  bond  market  during  the  biennium  as  reflected  by  The  Bond  Buyer’s 
index  started  at  a  level  of  5.43%  in  July  1973  and  fluctuated  widely  during  the 
period,  reaching  a  low  of  4.99%  in  October  1973  and  a  high  of  6.33%  at  the 
close  of  the  biennium.  The  first  few  months  in  the  current  biennium  have 
brought  higher  interest  costs  than  were  experienced  during  the  preceding 
fiscal  year. 

Federal  agencies,  principally  Farmers  Home  Administration,  have  been 
the  major  purchasers  of  bonds  of  the  smaller  local  governments.  For  the  most 
part  these  bonds  extended  over  a  35  to  40  year  period  and  carried  an  interest 
cost  of  5%.  The  banking  institutions  in  North  Carolina  or  syndicates  com¬ 
prised  of  these  banks  and  North  Carolina  investment  dealers  have  been  the 
prime  purchasers  of  the  remainder  of  initial  issues  of  bonds.  Indications  are 
that  the  North  Carolina  issues  sold  at  lower  rates  than  comparable  issues 
tendered  in  the  national  market. 
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REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


BOND  AUTHORIZATIONS 

At  June  30,  1974,  bonds  authorized  and  unissued  for  counties  were 
$171,957,000;  for  districts  $5,795,000;  for  municipalities  $209,513,000; 
total  $387,265,000.  Elections  and  results  were  as  follows: 


Fiscal  Year 


1972-73 

1973-74 

COUNTIES:* 

Number  Holding 

Elections 

28 

23 

Total  Bonds 

Proposed 

$106,485,000 

$128,070,000 

Number  Having 

Successful 

Propositions 

23 

17 

Total  Bonds 

Approved 

$  58,510,000 

$  98,720,000 

%  of  Amounts 

Approved 

54.95% 

77.08% 

MUNICIPALITIES 

Number  Holding 

Elections 

35 

46 

Total  Bonds 

Proposed 

$118,908,000 

$104,107,000 

Number  Having 

Successful 

Propositions 

34 

43 

Total  Bonds 

Approved 

$  93,513,000 

$  95,682,000 

%  of  Amounts 

Approved 

78.64% 

91.91% 

♦Districts  included 
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RECORD  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


EXHIBIT  ABCD 


SUMMARY  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  INDEBTEDNESS 

At  June  30,  1972  and  1974 


Outstanding  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

GENERAL  OBLIGATIONS: 

Bonds 

Counties . 

$  530,362,800 

$  585,980,500 

Cities  and  towns . 

578,047,679 

638,963,139 

Districts  . 

38,276,000 

30,741,500 

Total . 

1,146,686,479 

1,255,685,139 

State  School  Loans 

Counties . 

2.470.070 

1.635.650 

Bond  Anticipation  Notes 

Counties . 

4,318,600 

2,653,000 

Cities  and  towns . 

17,249,500 

8,177,500 

Districts  . 

— 

— 

Total . 

21,568,100 

10,830,500 

Revenue  Anticipation  Notes 

Counties . 

—  — 

— 

Cities  and  towns . 

20,000 

— 

Total . 

20,000 

— 

Total  General  Obligations 

Counties . 

537,151,470 

590,269,150 

Cities  and  towns . 

595,317,179 

647,140,639 

Districts  . 

38,276,000 

30,741,500 

Total  . 

1,170.744.649 

1,268,151,289 

REVENUE  BONDS 

Counties . 

10,007,000 

14,347,000 

Cities  and  towns . 

15,333,500 

14,075,000 

Authorities . 

6,278,000 

8,926,000 

Total . 

31,618.500 

37,348.000 

TOTAL  ALL  INDEBTEDNESS 

Counties . 

547,158,470 

604,616,150 

Cities  and  towns . 

610,650,679 

661,215,639 

Districts  . 

38,276,000 

30,741,500 

Authorities  . 

6,278,000 

8,926,000 

Total  . 

$1,202,363,149 

$1,305,499,289 
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REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


EXHIBIT  A 


INDEBTEDNESS  OF  COUNTIES 

At  June  30,  1972  and  1974 


COUNTY 

Type 

of 

Debt 

Outstanding  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

Alamance  . 

Bonds 

$11,255,000 

$11,825,000 

State  Loans 

150,000 

70,000 

Alexander  . 

Bonds 

1,835,000 

1,675,000 

State  Loans 

18,950 

11,370 

Alleghany  . 

Bonds 

70,000 

— 

State  Loand 

27,600 

18,400 

Anson  . 

Bonds 

2,563,000 

2,289,000 

Rev.  Bonds 

1,562,000 

1,522,000 

Ashe  . 

Bonds 

170,000 

99,000 

Avery  . 

Bonds 

735,000 

665,000 

Beaufort  . 

Bonds 

3,680,000 

3,220,000 

Bertie  . 

Bonds 

935,000 

855,000 

State  Loans 

5,600 

4,000 

B.A.  Notes 

30,000 

10,000 

Bladen  . 

Bonds 

805,000 

665,000 

State  Loans 

27,200 

20,400 

Brunswick  . 

Bonds 

3,295,000 

2,955,000 

State  Loans 

53,200 

29,400 

Buncombe  . 

Bonds 

14,200,500 

13,105,500 

State  Loans 

70,000 

— 

Burke  . 

Bonds 

2,337,000 

1,983,000 

State  Loans 

15,750 

5,250 

Cabarrus  . 

Bonds 

7,555,000 

8,125,000 

Caldwell  . 

Bonds 

3,850,000 

4,446,000 
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REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


--EXHIBIT  A  -  Continued 


COUNTY 

Type 

of 

Debt 

Outstanding  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

Carteret  . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

$  2,575,000 
141,740 

$  2,270,000 
103,020 

Caswell  . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

225,000 

14,400 

175,000 

11,200 

Catawba  . 

Bonds 

B.  A.  Notes 

4,275,000 

116,000 

3,675,000 

200,000 

Chatham . 

Bonds 

4,350,000 

3,850,000 

Cherokee . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

770,000 

27,000 

1,015,000 

20,500 

Chowan  . 

Bonds 

1,119,000 

1,022,000 

Clay  . 

Bonds 

55,000 

— 

Cleveland . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

2,600,000 

216,000 

12,570,000 

152,000 

Columbus  . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

2,555,000 

99,450 

2,205,000 

77,350 

Craven  . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 
B.A.Notes 

7,333,000 

184,210 

300,000 

13,178,000 

90,490 

Cumberland  . 

Bonds 

28,440,000 

25,660,000 

Dare  . 

Bonds 

1,330,000 

1,191,500 

Davidson . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

8,530,000 

243,000 

12,975,000 

189,000 

Davie  . 

Bonds 

B.A.Notes 

3,065,000 

105,000 

3,725,000 

35,000 

Duplin  . 

Bonds 

1,795,000 

1,535,000 

Durham  . 

Bonds 

B.A.Notes 

26,920,000 

23,930,000 

1,065,000 

Edgecombe . 

Bonds 

1,949,000 

1,521,000 

Forsyth  . 

Bonds 

Rev.Bonds 

14,200,000 

8,445,000 

26,860,000 

8,325,000 
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REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


EXHIBIT  A  -  Continued 


COUNTY 

Type 

of 

Debt 

Outstanding  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

Franklin  . 

Bonds 

$  420,000 

$  370,000 

Gaston  . 

Bonds 

5,270,000 

32,625,000 

Gates  . 

Bonds 

242,000 

198,000 

Graham  . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

249,000 

11,300 

207,000 

6,780 

Granville . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

645,000 

19,500 

1,070,000 

6,500 

Greene  . 

Bonds 

405,000 

369,000 

Guilford  . 

Bonds 

35,570,000 

31,500,000 

Halifax  . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 
B.A.Notes 

900,000 

45,000 

50,000 

645,000 

Harnett  . 

Bonds 

1,000,000 

800,000 

Haywood  . 

Bonds 

2,445,000 

2,035,000 

Henderson . 

Bonds 

B.A.Notes 

7,065,000 

250,000 

7,814,000 

Hertford  . 

Bonds 

2,299,000 

1,987,000 

Hoke  . 

Bonds 

1,145,000 

1,025,000 

Hyde  . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

280,000 

29,550 

240,000 

14,050 

Iredell  . 

Bonds 

3,669,000 

3,225,000 

Jackson . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 
B.A.Notes 

1,070,000 

2,500 

100,000 

2,305,000 

17 


REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


EXHIBIT  A  -  Continued 


COUNTY 

Type 

of 

Debt 

Outstanding  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

Johnston . 

Bonds 

$  3,470,000 

$  3,020,000 

State  Loans 

52,000 

20,000 

Jones  . 

Bonds 

60,000 

30,000 

State  Loans 

2,400 

— 

Lee  . 

Bonds 

2,223,000 

2,210,000 

B.A. Notes 

300,000 

— 

Lenoir  . 

Bonds 

7,805,000 

7,085,000 

Lincoln  . 

Bonds 

2,247,000 

5,918,000 

B.A. Notes 

50,000 

25,000 

Macon  . 

Bonds 

1,250,000 

1,150,000 

State  Loans 

21,000 

14,000 

Madison  . 

Bonds 

900,000 

B.  A.  Notes 

275,000 

Martin  . 

Bonds 

1,910,000 

5,717,000 

McDoweU . 

Bonds 

3,985,000 

3,615,000 

State  Loans 

108,000 

183,000 

Mecklenburg . 

Bonds 

99,460,000 

97,960,000 

Mitchell  . 

Bonds 

300,000 

190,000 

State  Loans 

73,470 

45,250 

Montgomery . 

Bonds 

2,780,000 

2,530,000 

State  Loans 

108,180 

66,920 

Moore  . 

Bonds 

3,045,000 

2,685,000 

Nash  . 

Bonds 

4,840,000 

4,400,000 

New  Hanover  . 

Bonds 

13,045,000 

11,805,000 

State  Loans 

226,000 

140,000 

B.A. Notes 

— 

800,000 

Northampton  . 

Bonds 

1,225,000 

1,065,000 

Onslow  . 

Bonds 

9,185,000 

8,425,000 
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REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


EXHIBIT  A  -  Continued 


COUNTY 

Type 

of 

Debt 

Outstanding  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

Orange  . 

Bonds 

$  5,622,000 

$  4,972,000 

Pamlico . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

B.  A.  Notes 

2,000 

6,800 

3,400 

25,000 

Pasquotank  . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

B.  A.  Notes 

1,914,000 

2,000 

1,704,000 

Pender . 

Bonds 

145,000 

115,000 

Perquimans . . 

Bonds 

205,000 

149,000 

Person . 

Bonds 

4,990,000 

4,470,000 

Pitt . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

B.  A.  Notes 

Rev.  Bonds 

8,080,000 

17,280 

750,000 

16,184,000 

3,760 

2,000,000 

Polk  . 

Bonds 

1,295,000 

1,175,000 

Randolph . 

Bonds 

B.  A.  Notes 

2,600,000 

2,350,000 

375,000 

Richmond  . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

6,335,000 

2,700 

5,805,000 

Robeson  . 

Bonds 

1,915,000 

1,365,000 

Rockingham . 

Bonds 

5,050,000 

4,150,000 

Rowan  . 

Bonds 

1,685,000 

1,145,000 

Rutherford . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

2,765,000 

45,990 

2,570,000 

38,330 

Sampson  . 

Bonds 

State  Loans 

1,224,000 

80,000 

960,000 

64,000 

Scotland  . 

Bonds 

2,360,000 

2,100,000 

Stanly . 

Bonds 

B.  A.  Notes 

3,870,000 

3,515,000 

110,000 

19 


REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


EXHIBIT  A  -  Continued 


COUNTY 

Type 

of 

Debt 

Outstanding  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

Stokes . 

Bonds 

$  1,745,000 

$  5,090,000 

State  Loans 

87,100 

61,900 

Surry . 

Bonds 

2,947,300 

7,291,000 

State  Loans 

11,500 

— 

B.  A.  Notes 

22,000 

8,000 

Swain . 

Bonds 

376,500 

369,500 

Transylvania . 

Bonds 

1,365,000 

3,977,000 

B.  A.  Notes 

100,000 

— 

Tyrrell . 

Bonds 

60,000 

40,000 

State  Loans 

6,600 

5,280 

Union . 

Bonds 

5,712,000 

12,410,000 

B.  A.  Notes 

1,114,000 

— 

Vance . 

Bonds 

655,000 

3,850,000 

State  Loans 

56,700 

44,100 

Wake . 

Bonds 

30,621,000 

45,691,000 

Rev.  Bonds 

— 

2,500,000 

Warren . 

Bonds 

280,000 

240,000 

Washington . 

Bonds 

240,000 

1,520,000 

B.  A.  Notes 

750,000 

— 

Watauga . 

Bonds 

3,130,000 

2,710,000 

Wayne  . 

Bonds 

8,374,000 

7,444,000 

State  Loans 

116,000 

87,000 

Wilkes  . 

Bonds 

2,894,000 

2,490,000 

Wilson . 

Bonds 

4,280,000 

3,490,000 

Yadkin . 

Bonds 

2,268,000 

2,029,000 

State  Loans 

51,000 

29,000 

Yancey . 

Bonds 

482,500 

225,000 

$547,158,470 

$604,616,150 
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REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


EXHIBIT  A  -  Continued 


COUNTY 


Summary  of  Exhibit  A 


Type 

of 

Debt 


Outstanding  at  June  30 


1972 


1974 


G.O.  Bonds 
State  Loans 
B.A.  Notes 
Rev.  Bonds 


$530,362,800 

2,470,070 

4,318,600 

10,007,000 

$547,158,470 


$585,980,500 

1,635,650 

2,653,000 

14,347,000 

$604,616,150 
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REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


EXfflBIT  B 

INDEBTEDNESS  OF  CITIES  AND  TOWNS 

At  June  30, 1972  and  1974 


CITY/TOWN 

Type 

of 

Debt 

Outstanding  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

Aberdeen . 

Bonds 

$  463,000 

$  417,000 

Ahoskie  . 

Bonds 

602,000 

775,000 

Albemarle . 

Bonds  - 
B.A.  Notes 

3,335,000 

1,150,000 

5,765,000 

675,000 

Andrews . 

Bonds 

326,000 

302,000 

Angler . 

Bonds 

174,000 

160,000 

Apex  . 

Bonds 

464,000 

420,000 

Asheboro  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

6,357,000 

500,000 

6,290,000 

300,000 

Asheville . 

Bonds 

24,335,771 

22,473,021 

Aurora  . 

Bonds 

184,500 

177,500 

Ayden . 

Bonds 

395,000 

335,000 

Bailey . 

Bonds 

40,000 

30,000 

Bakersville . 

Bonds 

147,500 

137,500 

Banner  Elk  . 

Bonds 

66,500 

63,500 

Bath  . 

B.A.  Notes 

— 

70,000 

Bear  Grass . 

Bonds 

— 

35,000 

Beaufort  . 

Bonds 

Rev.  Bonds 

359,000 

475,000 

337,000 

465,000 

Belhaven . 

Bonds 

521,000 

503,000 

Belmont  . 

Bonds 

910,000 

820,000 
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Bessemer  City  . 

Bonds 

Rev.  Bonds 

$  365,000 
192,000 

$  315,000 
151,000 

Bethel  . 

Bonds 

45,000 

25,000 

Beaulaville . 

Bonds 

240,000 

222,000 

Biscoe . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

649,000 

390,000 

621,000 

Black  Creek  . 

Bonds 

5,000 

— 

Black  Mountain  . 

Bonds 

63,000 

49,000 

Bladenboro  . 

B.A.  Notes 

50,000 

650,000 

Blowing  Rock  . 

Bonds 

74,000 

40,000 

Boiling  Springs . 

Bonds 

461,000 

446,000 

Bolivia  . 

Bonds 

36,500 

35,500 

Boone  . 

Bonds 

1,689,000 

1,617,000 

Boonville  . 

Bonds 

100,000 

95,000 

Bostic  . 

Bonds 

108,000 

104,000 

Brevard  . 

Bonds 

880,000 

802,000 

Broadway  . 

Bonds 

179,500 

172,500 

Bryson  City  . 

Bonds 

249,000 

230,000 

Bunn  . 

Bonds 

133,000 

129,000 

Burgaw  . 

Bonds 

203,000 

175,000 

Burlington  . 

Bonds 

9,334,000 

8,370,000 

Burnsville . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

210,000 

230,000 

420,000 
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Calypso  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

$  59,000 

60,000 

$  110,000 

Candor  . 

Bonds 

70,000 

60,000 

Canton  . 

Bonds 

845,000 

755,000 

Carolina  Beach . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

270,000 

240,000 

450,000 

Carrboro  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

45,000 

35,000 

400,000 

Carthage . 

Bonds 

353,000 

323,000 

Cary  . 

Bonds 

771,000 

1,985,000 

Catawba  . 

Bonds 

36,000 

28,000 

Chadburn  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

395,000 

120,000 

365,000 

Chapel  Hill . 

Bonds 

Rev.  Bonds 
B.A.  Notes 

2,745,000 

125,500 

80,000 

2,726,000 

90,000 

Charlotte . 

Bonds 

Rev.  Bonds 

98,759,500 

4,000,000 

110,685,000 

3,825,000 

Cherryville  ... 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

595,000 

123,000 

995,000 

123,000 

China  Grove  .  . 

Bonds 

125,000 

95,000 

Chocowinitv  .  .  . 

Bonds 

145,500 

140,600 

Claremont . 

Bonds 

254,000 

242,000 

Clarkton  . 

Bonds 

159,000 

139,000 

Clayton  . 

Bonds 

180,000 

160,000 

Clinton  .... 

Bonds 

Rev.  Bonds 

370,000 

540,000 

310,000 

475,000 

Clyde  . 

Bonds 

252,000 

194,000 

24 


REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


EXHIBIT  B  -  Continued 


CITY/TOWN 

Type 

of 

Debt 

Outstanding  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

Coats . 

Bonds 

$  119,000 

$  227,000 

Columbia  . 

Bonds 

189,000 

249,000 

Columbus . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

200,000 

196,000 

Concord . 

Bonds 

Rev.  Bonds 

6,460,000 

848,000 

5,890,000 

842,000 

Conover . 

Bonds 

475,000 

419,000 

Conway  . 

Bonds 

332,000 

315,000 

Cornelius . 

Bonds 

54,000 

43,000 

Cove  City  . 

Bonds 

60,000 

59,000 

Creedmoor  . 

Bonds 

375,000 

356,000 

Crossnore  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

17,500 

16,500 

55,000 

Dallas  . 

Bonds 

196,000 

162,000 

Davidson  . 

Bonds 

360,000 

570,000 

Denton  . 

Bonds 

581,000 

550,000 

Dillsboro  . 

Bonds 

17,000 

16,000 

Dobson  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

679,500 

646,500 

180,000 

Dover  . 

Bonds 

89,000 

85,000 

Drexel  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

303,000 

251,000 

14,000 

Dublin  . 

Bonds 

57,000 

54,000 

Dunn  . 

Bonds 

1,530,000 

1,390,000 

Durham  . 

Bonds 

Rev.  Bonds 

25,563,000 

1,381,000 

22,35  7,000 
1,272,000 
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East  Bend 

Bonds 

129,000 

125,000 

East  Spencer 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

5,000 

175,000 

Eden 

Bonds 

1,565,000 

3,201,000 

Eden  ton 

Bonds 

860,000 

760,000 

Elizabeth  City 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

560,000 

46,000 

420,000 

30,000 

Elizabethtown 

Bpnds 

115,000 

85,000 

Elkin 

Bonds 

2,210,000 

2,045,000 

Elk  Park 

Bonds 

— 

85,000 

Elm  City 

Bonds 

260,000 

252,000 

Elon  College 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

55,000 

30,000 

46,000 

28,000 

Enfield 

Bonds 

289,000 

249,000 

Erwin 

Bonds 

410,000 

370,000 

Eureka 

Bonds 

17,500 

14,500 

Fairbluff 

Bonds 

175,000 

169,000 

Fairmont 

Bonds 

345,000 

295,000 

Faith 

Bonds 

181,000 

175,000 

Farmyille 

Bonds 

640,000 

690,000 

Fayetteyille 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

Rev.  Bonds 

10,797,000 

150,000 

263,000 

11,583,000 

190,000 

Forest  City 

Bonds 

915,000 

1,925,000 
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Fountain . 

Bonds 

$  45,000 

$  41,000 

Four  Oaks  . 

Bonds 

145,000 

131,000 

Franklin . 

Bonds 

225,000 

310,000 

Franklinton . 

Bonds 

543,000 

519,000 

Fremont . 

Bonds 

210,000 

190,000 

Fuquay-Varina  . 

Bonds 

485,000 

420,000 

Garland  . 

Bonds 

234,500 

217,500 

Garner  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

1,177,000 

23,000 

1,104,000 

39,000 

Gaston  . 

Bonds 

201,000 

193,000 

Gastonia . 

Bonds 

9,793,000 

8,859,000 

Gatesville . 

Bonds 

125,000 

123,000 

Gibsonville . 

Bonds 

105,000 

75,000 

Glen  Alpine . 

Bonds 

15,500 

11,500 

Goldsboro . 

Bonds 

3,420,000 

5,460,000 

Graham  . 

Bonds 

1,193,000 

1,009,000 

Granite  Falls  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

368,000 

26,000 

288,000 

14,000 

Granite  Quarry . 

Bonds 

718,000 

682,000 

Greensboro  . 

Bonds 

Rev.  Bonds 

57,750,000 

2,373,000 

53,410,000 

2,334,000 

Greenville  . 

Bonds 

3,833,000 

3,313,000 

Grifton  . 

Bonds 

232,500 

205,500 

Grover  . 

Bonds 

116,000 

107,000 

Hamlet  . 

Bonds 
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Harrellsville . 

Bonds 

$  68,000 

$  67,000 

Havelock . 

Bonds 

1,431,000 

1,382,000 

Haw  River . 

Bonds 

— 

371,000 

Hayesville . 

Bonds 

20,000 

16,000 

Hazelwood . 

Bonds 

170,000 

150,000 

Henderson . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

1,445,000 

44,000 

1,165,000 

523,000 

Hendersonville  . 

Bonds 

1,415,000 

1,225,000 

Hertford . 

Bonds 

Rev.A.Notes 
B.A.  Notes 

470,000 

20,000 

13,000 

430,000 

Hickory  . 

Bonds 

3,824,000 

3,273,000 

Highlands  . 

Bonds 

262,000 

250,000 

High  Point  . 

Bonds 

Rev.  Bonds 

31,260,000 

43,485,000 

679,000 

Hillsborough  . 

Bonds 

905,000 

825,000 

Hobgood  . 

Bonds 

72,000 

68,000 

Holly  Ridge  . 

Bonds 

— 

65,000 

Holly  Springs  . 

Bonds 

139,000 

135,000 

Hookerton  . 

Bonds 

24,000 

20,000 

Hope  Mills 

Bonds 

138,500 

116,500 

Hot  Springs . 

Bonds 

75,000 

59,000 

Hudson 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

27,500 

22,500 

125,000 
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Huntersville . 

Bonds 

$  449,000 

$  421,000 

Jackson  . 

Bonds 

25,000 

15,000 

B.A.  Notes 

— 

2,500 

Jacksonville . 

Bonds 

1,272,000 

2,686,000 

Jamestown . 

Bonds 

6,000 

_ _ 

B.A.  Notes 

140,000 

— 

Jamesville  . 

Bonds 

— 

140,000 

Jefferson  . 

Bonds 

379,000 

365,000 

Jonesville  . 

Bonds 

466,000 

424,000 

Kelford  . 

Bonds 

51,500 

48,500 

Kenan  sville  . 

Bonds 

212,000 

408,000 

B.A.  Notes 

78,000 

— 

Kenly  . 

Bonds 

290,000 

280,000 

Kernersville  . 

Bonds 

1,833,000 

1,643,000 

Kill  Devil  Hills . 

Bonds 

660,000 

629,000 

Kings  Mountain . 

Bonds 

3,790,000 

3,450,000 

B.A.  Notes 

110,000 

110,000 

Kinston  . 

Bonds 

7,063,000 

8,637,000 

Rev.  Bonds 

76,000 

76,000 

Knightdale . 

Bonds 

235,000 

224,000 

La  Grange . 

Bonds 

399,000 

363,000 

Lake  Lure . 

Bonds 

25,000 

_  _ _ 

Rev.  Bonds 

288,000 

247,000 

Lake  Waccamaw . 

Bonds 

1,000 

595,000 

B.A.  Notes 

650,000 

55,000 

Landis  . 

Bonds 

397,000 

332,000 
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Laurinburg . 

Bonds 

$  880,000 

$  770,000 

Lenoir  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

4,980,000 

4,440,000 

250,000 

Lewiston  . 

Bonds 

50,000 

45,000 

Lexington . 

Bonds 

4,211,000 

5,671,000 

Liberty  . 

Bonds 

298,000 

258,000 

LUesville . 

Bonds 

32,000 

27,000 

Lillington . 

Bonds 

287,000 

255,000 

Lincolnton  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

2,140,000 

150,000 

1,970,000 

Littleton . 

Bonds 

99,000 

203,500 

Long  View . 

Bonds 

623,000 

803,000 

Louisburg . 

Bonds 

205 ,000 

165,000 

Lowell  . 

Bonds 

842,000 

809,000 

Lumberton  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

3,850,000 

3,330,000 

Macclesfield . 

Bonds 

32,000 

28,000 

Madison . 

Bonds 

1,177,000 

1,733,000 

Magnolia . 

6onds 

57,000 

51,000 

Maiden  . . 

Bonds 

884,000 

822,000 

Manteo  . 

Bonds 

253,000 

245,000 

Marion  . 

Bonds 

100,000 

45,000 

Marshall . 

Bonds 

82,000 

60,000 

Mars  Hill . 

Bonds 

B.A.Notes 

5,000 

50,000 
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Marshville . 

Bonds 

$  419,000 

$  372,000 

Matthews  . 

Bonds 

90,000 

70,000 

Maxton  . 

Bonds 

97,000 

85,000 

Mayo  dan  . 

Bonds 

B.A.Notes 

742,000 

100,000 

660,000 

Maysville  . 

Bonds 

375,500 

365,000 

McFailan  . 

Bonds 

25,600 

24,800 

Mebane  . 

Bonds 

422,000 

371,000 

Middlesex . 

Bonds 

232,000 

224,000 

Milton  . 

Bonds 

4,000 

3,000 

Mocksville . 

Bonds 

965,000 

855,000 

Monroe  . 

Bonds 

Rev  B  onds 

4,755,000 

489,000 

5,300,000 

281,000 

Mooresville  . 

Bonds 

Rev3onds 

2,500,000 

262,000 

2,226,000 

192,000 

Morehead  City . 

Bonds 

Rev3onds 

223,000 

1,174,000 

1,067,000 

Morganton  . 

Bonds 

Rev.Bonds 

B.A.Notes 

2,746,000 

135,000 

250,000 

6,217,000 

135,000 

Mount  Airy . 

Bonds 

B.A.Notes 

3,555,000 

60,000 

3,275,000 

Mount  Gilead  . 

Bonds 

B.A.Notes 

225,000 

185,000 

113,000 

Mount  Holly . 

Bonds 

830,000 

750,000 

Mount  Olive . 

Bonds 

615,000 

555,000 
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Mount  Pleasant  . 

Bonds 

$  58,000 

$  44,000 

Murfreesboro  . 

Bonds 

249,000 

207,000 

Murphy  . 

Bonds 

405,000 

365,000 

Nags  Head  . 

Bonds 

813,000 

775,000 

Nashville . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

289,000 

275,000 

480,000 

New  Bern  . 

Bonds 

2,655,000 

2,335,000 

Newland . 

Bonds 

123,000 

118,500 

Newport . 

Bonds 

338,000 

316,000 

Newton  . 

Bonds 

1,049,000 

2,265,000 

B.A.  Notes 

— 

100,000 

Norlina  . 

Bonds 

202,500 

189,000 

North  Wilkesboro  . 

Bonds 

853,000 

733,000 

Norwood . 

Bonds 

321,000 

397,000 

Ocean  Isle  Beach . 

Bonds 

— 

300,000 

Oxford  . 

Bonds 

1,726,000 

1,525,000 

Parkton  . 

Bonds 

142,500 

128,500 

Peachland . 

Bonds 

112,000 

109,000 

Pembroke . 

Bonds 

286,000 

262,000 

Pikeville . 

Bonds 

130,000 

120,000 

Pilot  Mountain  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

360,000 

140,000 

457,000 

Pinebluff  . 

Bonds 

26,000 

18,000 

Pine  Level  . 

Bonds 

103,000 

92,000 
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Pinetops . 

Bonds 

$  90,000 

$  70,000 

Pineville  . 

Bonds 

60,000 

44,000 

Pink  Hill . 

Bonds 

286,000 

278,000 

Pittsboro  . 

Bonds 

290,000 

250,000 

Plymouth  . 

Bonds 

952,000 

883,000 

Polkton  . 

Bonds 

79,000 

75,000 

PollocksviUe . 

Bonds 

— 

200,000 

Princeton . 

Bonds 

105,000 

95,000 

Raeford  . 

Bonds 

1,212,000 

1,102,000 

Raleigh  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

24,537,000 

7,125,000 

43,750,000 

Ramseur . 

Bonds 

357,000 

295,000 

Randleman  . 

Bonds 

700,500 

645,000 

Red  Springs . 

Bonds 

277,000 

245,000 

Reidsville . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

1,220,000 

600,000 

3,215,000 

Richland  s  . 

Bonds 

124,000 

106,000 

Rich  Square . 

Bonds 

315,000 

301,000 

Roanoke  Rapids . 

Bonds 

422,000 

253,000 

Robbins  . 

Bonds 

510,000 

458,000 

Robbinsville  . 

Bonds 

124,000 

113,000 

Robersonville  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

70,000 

40,000 

175,000 
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Rockingham  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

$  945,000 

275,000 

$  1,375,000 
215,000 

Rockwell . 

Bonds 

43,000 

33,000 

Rocky  Mount . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 
Rev.  Bonds 

13,308,000 

400,000 

1,205,000 

11,954,000 

1,125,000 

Rolesville  . 

Bonds 

77,000 

71,000 

Roper . 

Bonds 

70,500 

65,500 

Roseboro  . 

Bonds 

91,000 

341,000 

Rose  Hill  . 

Bonds 

285,000 

253,000 

Rosman . 

Bonds 

33,500 

32,000 

Rowland  . 

Bonds 

116,000 

98,000 

Roxboro  . 

Bonds 

845,000 

735,000 

Roxobel  . 

Bonds 

44,000 

40,000 

Rutherfordton  . 

Bonds 

154,500 

111,500 

Saint  Pauls . 

Bonds 

300,000 

264,000 

Salemburg . 

Bonds 

162,500 

157,500 

Salisbury . 

Bonds 

6,454,000 

5,722,000 

Saluda  . 

Bonds 

92,308 

92,718 

Sanford . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

5,632,000 

650,000 

6,042,000 

1,000,000 

Saratoga  . 

Bonds 

46,000 

40,000 

Scotland  Neck  . 

Bonds 

90,000 

60,000 

Selma  . 

Bonds 

792,000 

710,000 

Seven  Springs . 

Bonds 

— . — 

55,000 
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Severn  . 

Bonds 

$  119,000 

$  111,000 

Shallotte . 

Bonds 

103,000 

97,000 

Sharp sburg  . 

Bonds 

65,000 

55,000 

Shelby  . 

Bonds 

4,795,000 

3,995,000 

Siler  City  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

795,000 

10,000 

685,000 

Sims  . 

Bonds 

43,500 

40,500 

Smithfield  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

1,785,000 

1,585,000 

66,000 

Snow  Hill . 

Bonds 

182,000 

170,000 

Southern  Pines  . 

Bonds 

625,000 

475,000 

Southport  . 

Bonds 

335,000 

285,000 

Sparta  . 

B.A.  Notes 

20,000 

— 

Spencer  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

180,000 

10,000 

130,000 

Spindale . 

Bonds 

110,000 

50,000 

Spring  Hope  . 

Bonds 

151,000 

125,000 

Spring  Lake  . 

Bonds 

728,000 

701,000 

Spruce  Pine  . . 

Bonds 

674,000 

624,000 

Stanley  . 

Bonds 

467,000 

415,000 

Stantonsburg . 

B.A.  Notes 

45,000 

— 

Star  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

134,000 

112,000 

Statesville  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

6,675,000 

700,000 

6,835,000 

975,000 
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Stovall . . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

$ - 

10,000 

$  130,000 

Surf  City . 

Bonds 

310,000 

300,000 

Swansboro . 

Bonds 

221,000 

211,000 

Sylva . 

Bonds 

280,000 

250,000 

Tabor  City . 

Bonds 

550,000 

500,000 

Tarboro . 

Bonds 

2,715,000 

3,225,000 

Taylorsville  . 

Bonds 

240,000 

210,000 

Teachey  . 

Bonds 

— 

74,000 

Thomasville . 

Bonds 

5,505,000 

4,935,000 

Topsail  Beach  . 

Bonds 

400,000 

388,000 

Troutman  . 

Bonds 

240,000 

220,000 

Troy  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

340,000 

280,000 

360,000 

Tryon  . 

Bonds 

225,000 

200,000 

Valdese  . 

Bonds 

1,530,000 

1,370,000 

Vanceboro  . 

Bonds 

194,000 

188,000 

Vass  . 

Bonds 

143,000 

132,000 

Wadesboro  . 

Bonds 

530,000 

450,000 

Wake  Forest  . 

Bonds 

665,000 

585,000 

Wallace  . 

Bonds 

605,000 

542,000 

Walnut  Cove . 

Bonds 

186,500 

122,000 

Walstonburg  . 

Bonds 

B.A.  Notes 

72,000 

47,000 

70,000 
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EXfflBIT  B  -  Continued 


CITY/TOWN 

Type 

of 

Debt 

Outstanding  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

Warrenton . 

Bonds 

$  157,000 

$  119,000 

Warsaw . 

Bonds 

166,000 

590,000 

B.A.  Notes 

465,000 

— 

Washington  . 

Bonds 

1,878,000 

1,672,000 

Waxhaw  . 

Bonds 

22,000 

16,000 

Wayne  sville . 

Bonds 

530,000 

410,000 

Weaverville  . 

Bonds 

185,000 

165,000 

Weldon  . 

Bonds 

246,000 

212,000 

WendeU  . 

Bonds 

328,000 

292,000 

B.A.  Notes 

14,500 

— 

West  Jefferson . 

Bonds 

148,000 

138,000 

Whispering  Pines  . 

Bonds 

— 

83,000 

Whitakers . 

Bonds 

55,000 

45,000 

White  Lake  . 

Bonds 

384,000 

359,000 

Whiteville  . 

Bonds 

459,000 

1,537,000 

B.A.  Notes 

275,000 

— 

WUkesboro  . 

Bonds 

120,000 

100,000 

Williamston  . 

Bonds 

467,000 

388,000 

Wilmington  . 

Bonds 

12,501,000 

11,081,000 

Rev.  Bonds 

657,000 

629,000 

Wilson  . 

Bonds 

5,690,000 

11,954,000 

B.A.  Notes 

1,600,000 

— 

Windsor  . 

Bonds 

30,000 

B.A.  Notes 

200,000 

WinfaU  . 

Bonds 

112,000 

108,000 

Wingate . 

Bonds 

16,000 

12,000 

B.A.  Notes 

— 

150,000 
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EXHIBIT  B  -  Continued 


CITY/TOWN 

Type 

of 

Debt 

Outstandin 

g  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

Winston-Salem  . 

Bonds 

$  49,638,000 

$  61,670,000 

Rev.  Bonds 

850,000 

— 

Winterville  . 

Bonds 

185,000 

175,000 

Winton  . 

Bonds 

13,000 

8,000 

Woodland  . 

Bonds 

36,000 

28,000 

B.  A.  Notes 

25,000 

Wrightsville  Beach  . 

Bonds 

499,000 

429,000 

Yadkinville  . 

Bonds 

185,000 

165,000 

Yaupon  Beach  . 

Bonds 

170,000 

167,500 

Youngsville  . 

Bonds 

1,000 

— 

Zebulon  . 

Bonds 

455,000 

411,000 

$610,650,679 

$661,215,639 

Summary  for  Exhibit  B 

G.O.  Bonds 

$578,047,679 

$638,963,139 

B.A.  Notes 

17,249,500 

8,177,500 

R.  A.  Notes 

20,000 

— 

Rev.  Bonds 

15,333,500 

14,075,000 

$610,650,679 

$661,215,639 
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REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


EXHIBIT  C 


INDEBTEDNESS  OF  DISTRICTS 

At  June  30,  1972  and  1974 


COUNTY/DISTRICT 

Outstanding  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

Alamance  County 

Haw  River  Sanitary . 

$  419,000  * ** 

_  * 

Buncombe  County 

Beaver  dam  Water  and  Sewer . 

189,000 

189,000 

Caney  Valley  Water  and  Sewer  .... 

13,000 

13,000 

Cresent  Hill  Sewer . 

— 

— 

East  Biltmore  Sewer  . 

10,000 

10,000 

Fairview  Sewer  . 

12,000 

12,000 

Hazelwood  Water . 

20,000 

20,000 

Metropolitan  Sewerage . 

7,535,000 

6,815,000 

Skyland  Sewer . 

48,000 

48,000 

South  Buncombe  Water  . 

133,000 

133,000 

Swannowa  Water  and  Sewer . 

603,000 

602,000 

Woodfrn  Water  and  Sewer . 

200,000 

200,000 

8,763,000 

8,042,000 

Cabarrus  County 

Kannapolis  Sanitary . 

6,091,000 

5,846,000 

Parkwood  Sanitary  . 

130,000 

118,000 

Rockland  Sanitary . 

12,000 

8,000 

Royal  Oaks  Sanitary . 

317,000 

290,000 

South  Concord  Sanitary . 

26,500 

23,000 

6,576,500 

6,285,000 

Caldwell  County 

Saw  Mills  Sanitary . 

93,000 

81,000 

Caswell  County 

Yanceyville  Sanitary  . 

375,000 

345,000 

Chatham  County 

Goldston  Gulf  Sanitary  . 

532,000 

512,000 

Cherokee  County 

Murphy  Township  . 

4,500 

— 

Cleveland  County 

Cleveland  School  . 

2,500,000 

_ ♦♦ 

Kings  Mountain  School . 

600,000 

_ 

Shelby  School . 

1,850,000 

_ 

4,950,000 


*As  of  6-1-73  assumed  by  Town  of  Haw  River 

**As  of  9-6-1973  assumed  by  Cleveland  County 
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EXHIBIT  C  -  Continued 


COUNTY/DISTRICT 

Outstanding  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

Columbus  County 

Reigalwood  Sanitary . 

$  92,500 

$  85,500 

Edgecombe  County 

Rocky  Mount  City  Administrative  unit  is 
a  special  taxing  District  lying  in  both  Nash 
and  Edgecombe  Counties.  See  Nash  County 
this  exhibit. 

Forsyth  County 

Rural  Hall  Sanitary . 

Walkertown  Sanitary . 

112,000 

76,000 

92,000 

63,000 

188,000 

155,000 

Franklin  County 

Franklinton  School . 

Louisburg  Twp.  Special  Bond  Tax  (Sch.)  . 

170,000 

165,000 

130,000 

135,000 

335,000 

265,000 

Gaston  County 

Catawba  Heights  Sanitary . 

90,000 

80,000 

Guilford  County 

Sedgefield  Sanitary . 

204,500 

197,000 

Halifax  County 

Roanoke  Rapids  Sanitary . 

Northwestern  Hospital . 

1,810,000 

3,500,000 

1,550,000 

3,000,000 

5,310,000 

4,550,000 

Haywood  County 

Junaluska  Sanitary . 

231,000 

222,000 

Johnston  County 

West  Smithfield  Sanitary . 

277,000 

262,000 

Lincoln  County 

Boger  City  Sanitary . 

161,000 

145,000 

Madison  County 

Hot  Springs  School . 

Marshall  School . 

10,000 

2,000 

6,000 

12,000 

6,000 
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EXHIBIT  C  -  Continued 


COUNTY/DISTRICT 

Outstanding  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

Moore  County 

Southern  Pines  School . 

Taylortown  Sanitary . 

$  15,000 

126,000 

$  5,000 

122,000 

Nash  County 

Rocky  Mount  City  Unit* . 

*See  Edgecombe  County  this  exhibit 

141,000 

1,790,000 

127,000 

1,570,000 

Orange  County 

Dogwood  Acres  Sanitary . 

65,000 

55,000 

Polk  County 

Polk  County  Adm.  Unit  (Sch.) . 

Tryon  City  Adm.  Unit  (Sch.) . 

140,000 

344,000 

484,000 

120,000 

312,000 

432,000 

Randolph  County 

Asheboro  Sch . 

North  Asheboro  -  Central  Fall . 

505,000 

395,000 

505,000 

395,000 

Robeson  County 

Lumberton  School . 

1,230,000 

1,080,000 

Rockingham  County 

Eden  Metropohtan  Sewerage . 

1,135,000 

885,000 

Sampson  County 

Clement  School . 

Clinton  School . 

Hobbtown  School . 

Roseboro  School . 

Southern  School . 

Western  Sanitary . 

347,000 

225,000 

206,000 

170,000 

948,000 

175,000 

595,000 

185,000 

800,000 

186,000 

150,000 

2,091,000 

Stanly  County 

Albemarle  City  Adm.  (Sch.) . 

Stanly  Adm.  Unit  (Sch.) . 

990,000 

2,214,000 

3,204,000 

860,000 

1,894,000 

2,754,000 

Surry  County 

Northern  Hospital . 

160,000 

120,000 

$38,276,000 

$30,741,500 

41 


REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


EXfflBIT  C  .  Continued 


COUNTY/DISTRICT 

Outstanding  at  June  30 

1972 

1974 

Summary  of  Exhibit  C 

G.  0.  Bonds  . 

$38,276,000 

$30,741,500 

4 
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REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


EXHIBIT  D 


INDEBTEDNESS  OF  AUTHORITIES 

At  June  30,  1972  and  1974 


Outstanding  at  June  30 


COUNTY/AUTHORITY 


Guilford  County 

Greensboro  -  High  Point  Airport 

Bonds . 

Subordinated  Notes . 


1972 


$5,760,000 

630,000 


1974 


$5,645,000 


Wake  County 


Raleigh-Durham  Airport . 

518,000 

3,281,000 

$6,908,000 

$8,926,000 

Summary  of  Exhibit  D 

Revenue  Bonds . 

Revenue  Notes . 

$6,278,000 

630,000 

$8,926,000 

$6,908,000 

$8,926,000 
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REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


SCHEDULE  A-1 

G.  O.  BONDS  OF  COUNTIES  -  ISSUED  PURSUANT  TO  SALE 

Biennium  1974 


COUNTY 

Date 

of 

Sale 

Amount 

Average 
Maturity 
in  Years 

Average 

Interest 

% 

Alamance . 

3/5/74 

$  2,000,000 

13.43 

4.6588 

Bertie . 

5/8/73 

45,000 

5.00 

4.9333 

Cabarrus . 

8/7/73 

1,500,000 

13.47 

5.0903 

Caldwell . 

8/14/73 

1,050,000 

9.71 

5.0877 

Cherokee  . 

8/29/72 

8/7/73 

300,000 
(FHA)  90,000 

390,000 

10.90 

6.00 

5.0802 

5.0000 

Chowan . 

1/30/73 

35,000 

5.61 

4.9994 

Cleveland . 

2/5/74 

2,000,000 

14.28 

4.5971 

Craven . 

8/14/73 

6,500,000 

13.69 

5.6876 

Davidson . 

1/15/74 

5,500,000 

12.20 

4.3935 

Davie . 

9/26/72 

975,000 

12.23 

4.7294 

Forsyth . 

7/11/72 

3/5/74 

1,000,000 

13,500,000 

14,500,000 

13.17 

13.35 

4.6817 

4.6599 

Granville . 

8/28/73 

625,000 

13.64 

5.0000 

Greene  . 

4/3/73 

48,000 

6.13 

4.9991 

Halifax . 

8/20/72 

50,000 

6.20 

4.6983 

Henderson . 

1/22/74 

1,515,000 

12.56 

4.6459 

Jackson . 

7/25/72 

1,425,000 

13.75 

5.0200 

Lee  . 

10/17/72 

350,000 

9.79 

4.5481 

Lincoln . 

5/8/73 

6/12/74 

2,700,000 

1,300,000 

4,000,000 

12.69 

5.75 

4.6027 

4.5653 
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SCHEDULE  A-1  -  Continued 


COUNTY 

Date 

of 

Sale 

Amount 

Average 
Maturity 
in  Years 

Average 

Interest 

% 

Macon . 

7/17/73 

40,000 

5.75 

4.9952 

Madison . 

6/13/72 

950,000 

11.00 

5.1177 

Martin . 

1/16/73 

:FHA)  75,000 

5.62 

5.0000 

9/11/73 

4,150,000 

4,225,000 

13.77 

5.0172 

Mecklenburg . 

2/26/74 

8,000,000 

13.93 

4.5743 

Perquimans . 

1/30/73 

26,000 

5.65 

4.9993 

Pitt . 

1/29/74 

9,000,000 

13.31 

4.5777 

Randolph . 

7/17/73 

110,000 

5.73 

4.5428 

Rutherford . 

1/9/73 

150,000 

9.47 

4.4772 

Stokes . 

8/8/72 

38,000 

6.64 

4.9996 

6/26/73 

3,500,000 

3,538,000 

12.69 

4.8576 

Surry . 

1/22/74 

4,750,000 

12.85 

4.5498 

Transylvania . 

11/13/73 

3,500,000 

12.90 

5.2751 

Union . 

11/21/72 

500,000 

8.97 

4.1961 

3/6/73 

FHA)  400,000 

21.27 

3.4630 

10/16/73 

6,500,000 

7,400,000 

13.94 

4.5829 

Vance . 

8/28/73 

3,375,000 

13.84 

4.9657 

Wake . 

2/5/74 

20,000,000 

12.93 

4.5246 

Washington . 

6/27/72 

1,300,000 

12.19 

5.1745 

7/24/73 

100,000 

1,400,000 

5.50 

4.9609 

Summary  for  Biennium  1974  $  108,972,000 
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REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


SCHEDULE  A-2 

REVENUE  BONDS  OF  COUNTIES  -  ISSUED  PURSUANT  TO  SALE 


Biennium  1974 


Date 

Average 

Average 

COUNTY 

of 

Amount 

Maturity 

Interest 

Sale 

in  Years 

% 

Pitt . 

3/4/74 

$2,000,000 

20.81 

6.0900 

Wake . 

2/25/74 

2,500,000 

6.98 

5.1250 

Summary  of  Biennium  1974  $4,500,000 
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SCHEDULE  B-1 

G.  O.  BONDS  OF  CITIES  AND  TOWNS  -  ISSUED  PURSUANT  TO  SALE 


Biennium  1974 


CITY/TOWN 

Date 

of 

Sale 

Amount 

Average 
Maturity 
in  Years 

Average 

Interest 

% 

Ahoskie . 

3/6/73 

$  275,000 

10.29 

4.7928 

Albemarle . 

3/20/73 

3,025,000 

12.13 

4.7250 

Asheboro  . 

9/12/72 

600,000 

12.46 

4.7710 

Bear  Grass . 

12/4/73 

(FHA)  35,000 

24.20 

5.0000 

Boonville  . 

6/20/72 

100,000 

11.50 

5.6526 

Burnsville . 

6/20/72 

(FHA)230,000 

20.63 

5.0000 

Calypso . 

6/20/72 

(EDA)  50,000 
10,000 

60,000 

18.77 

6.50 

5.7500 

4.9000 

Cary . . . 

10/23/73 

1,300,000 

12.17 

4.6093 

Chapel  Hill . 

6/13/72 

300,000 

7.50 

4.1131 

Charlotte  . 

8/21/73 

21,500,000 

13.88 

4.9590 

Coats . 

8/1/72 

3/20/72 

(FHA)  10,000 
(FHA)l  13,000 

123,000 

5.50 

23.44 

5.0000 

5.0000 

Columbia . 

6/19/73 

(FHA)  70,000 

23.90 

5.0000 

Columbus  . 

9/19/72 

(HUD)200,000 

17.07 

5.3750 

Davidson . 

9/18/73 

250,000 

13.28 

4.9792 

Eden . 

9/26/72 

1,900,000 

12.78 

4.8846 

Elk  Park . 

5/28/74 

(FHA)  85,000 

24.45 

5.0000 

FarmviUe  . 

1/22/74 

(FHA)150,000 

15.38 

5.0000 

Fayetteville . 

7/11/72 

2,500,000 

11.56 

4.6552 

Forest  City . 

4/10/73 

1,150,000 

11.93 

4.7422 
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SCHEDULE  B-1  -  Continued 


CITY/TOWN 

Date 

of 

Sale 

Amount 

Average 
Maturity 
in  Years 

Average 

Interest 

% 

Franklin . 

2/26/74 

$  115,000 

6.76 

4.7564 

Goldsboro . 

10/30/73 

2,500,000 

13.05 

4.4738 

Greensboro  . 

4/17/73 

3,000,000 

12.18 

4.4174 

High  Point . 

2/13/73 

11,210,000 

12.35 

4.4053 

2/19/74 

4,800,000 

16,010,000 

14.04 

4.5344 

Holly  Ridge . 

1/2/73 

(FHA)  65,000 

23.29 

5.0000 

Jacksonville . 

10/16/73 

1,500,000 

12.82 

4.7344 

Jamesville 

9/26/72 

(FHA)140,000 

23.59 

5.0000 

Kenan  sville . 

4/23/74 

(FHA)200,000 

22.40 

5.0000 

Kinston . 

3/26/74 

2,300,000 

12.67 

5.1161 

Lake  Waccamaw . 

9/11/73 

(FHA)595,000 

20.98 

5.0000 

Lexington . 

11/20/73 

2,000,000 

14.69 

4.5720 

Littleton . 

8/21/73 

(FHA)  93,000 

23.04 

5.0000 

8/21/73 

(EDA)  23,500 

116,500 

16.49 

5.5000 

Long  View . 

1/30/73 

250,000 

13.02 

5.1980 

Madison . 

2/19/74 

668,000 

21.72 

5.0000 

Monroe . 

4/24/73 

975,000 

11.28 

4.4482 

Morganton . 

12/12/72 

4,000,000 

13.53 

4.5423 

Mount  Airy . 

11/14/72 

(FHA)  60,000 

3.3420 

Newton . 

6/19/73 

1,350,000 

13.37 

4.6901 

Norwood . 

11/6/73 

(FHA)l  16,000 

14.34 

5.0000 
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SCHEDULE  B-  1-Continued 


CITY/TOWN 

Date 

of 

Sale 

Amount 

Average 
Maturity 
in  Years 

Average 

Interest 

% 

Ocean  Isle  Beach . 

7/3/73 

$(FHA)300,000 

22.66 

5.0000 

Pilot  Mountain . 

7/25/72 

(FHA)  140,000 

16.21 

5.0000 

Pollocksville  . 

12/18/73 

(FHA)  200,000 

21.36 

5.0000 

Raleigh . 

2/27/73 

15,000,000 

12.37 

4.4145 

3/12/74 

7,000,000 

13.91 

4.7688 

22,000,000 

Reidsville . 

1/9/73 

2,250,000 

12.89 

4.4450 

Rockingham . 

2/19/74 

550,000 

11.45 

4.6145 

Roseboro  . 

6/5/73 

(FHA)  264,000 

22.20 

5.0000 

Sanford  . 

10/31/72 

1,000,000 

13.80 

4.7335 

Seven  Springs . 

10/31/72 

(FHA)  55,000 

21.52 

5.0000 

Statesville . . 

1/9/73 

1,000,000 

10.88 

4.3678 

Stovall . 

1/30/73 

(FHA)  130,000 

22.00 

5.0000 

Tar  boro  . 

4/30/74 

900,000 

13.04 

5.3698 

Teachey  . 

1/16/73 

(FHA)  75,000 

23.89 

5.0000 

Warsaw . 

7/18/72 

(FHA)  200,000 

23.82 

5.0000 

170,000 

12.74 

5.6750 

(FHA)  95,000 

25.55 

5.0000 

465,000 

Whispering  Pines . 

8/28/73 

83,000 

11.81 

6.2857 

Whiteville . 

7/18/72 

1,200,000 

13.95 

5.0447 

Wilson . 

10/17/72 

1,675,000 

11.99 

4.5798 

4/9/74 

5,625,000 

13.51 

5.2273 

7,300,000 
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SCHEDULE  B-1 -Continued 


QTY/TOWN 

Date 

of 

Sale 

Amount 

Average 
Maturity 
in  Years 

Average 

Interest 

% 

Winston-Salem . 

10/31/72 

5/8/72 

$  10,760,000 
7,300,000 

$  18,060,000 

10.82 

11.83 

4.4473 

4.4521 

Summary  for  Biennium  1974  $125,785,500 
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REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


SCHEDULE  B-2 


REVENUE  BONDS  OF  CITIES  AND  TOWNS  -  ISSUED  PURSUANT  TO 
SALE  Biennium  1974 


Date 

Average 

Average 

QTY/TOWN 

of 

Amount 

Maturity 

Interest 

Sale 

in  Years 

% 

High  Point . 

10/16/72 

$700,000 

12.79 

3.7500 

Summary  for  Biennium  1974 


$700,000 
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REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


SCHEDULE  C-1 

G.  O.  BONDS  OF  DISTRICTS  -  ISSUED  PURSUANT  TO  SALE 

Biennium  1974 


COUNTY/DISTRICT 

Date 

of 

Sale 

Amount 

Average 
Maturity 
in  Years 

Average 

Interest 

% 

Cleveland  County 

Kings  Mountain  .  .  . 
School  District  .... 

5/29/73 

$2,500,000 

12.50 

4.7097 

Shelby  School 

District . 

3/6/73 

1,750,000 

11.93 

4.5834 

Sampson  County 

Clement  School 

District . 

8/14/73 

175,000 

10.74 

5.7361 

Clinton  School  .... 

9/25/73 

300,000 

7.50 

4.8572 

Roseboro-Salemburg 

School  District  .... 

2/27/73 

800,000 

13.13 

5.2169 

Summary  for  Biennium  1974  $5,525,000 
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REPORT  OF  THE  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  COMMISSION 


SCHEDULE  D-1 

REVENUE  BONDS  OF  AUTHORITIES  -  ISSUED  PURSUANT  TO  SALE 

Biennium  1974 


COUNTY/AUTHORITY 

Date 

of 

Sale 

Amount 

Average 
Maturity 
in  Years 

Average 

Interest 

% 

Wake  County 

Raleigh-Durham 

Airport  . 

9/15/72 

$3,000,000 

7.99 

5.00 

Summary  for  Biennium  1974 


$3,000,000 
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